Appl. No. 09/843,566 

Response Dated June 29, 2004 

Reply to Office Action of March 30, 2004 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration of the apphcation is requested. No new matter has been added. 
Claims 1-44 remain in this application. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejects claims 1-44 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Anderson et al. (U.S. 6,097,431) in view of Angiulo et al. (U.S. 6,275,829). 
Applicant respectfiilly traverses this rejection. 

Each independent claims calls for a segmented image. Thus, the image is considered to 
have more than one part. Each part is referred to in the claims as a segment. The segments make 
up a single image. Claim 1, for example, calls for a: 

first window being divided into a plurality of cells, each of said cells being 
associated with different segments of an image, said second window being used to 
display one of said different segments to said user 

Anderson pertains to a plurality of images, not a plurality of segments within a single image. 
Thus, Anderson cannot be said to help the user view a single image. Instead, Anderson can be 
said to help the user view a plurality of individual images. This distinction is clear from the text 
of Anderson: 

[W]hat is shown are group types 90, 90', and 90" that provide one, four and nine 
images displayed on the screen. On each of these group type 90 there is a 
highlighted area which encircles a particular image or 'celF . . . which indicates a 
particular image or cell that can be viewed in more detail [emphasis added]." 
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The term "cell," as used in Anderson, refers to an entire image that can be selected. However, 
the term "cell," as used in Applicant's specification and claims, refers to a part of an image (i.e., 
a segment). 

Anderson, therefore, cannot fairly be said to teach, disclose, or suggest a browser that 
portrays a segmented image in more than one window. Angiulo cannot fairly be said to cure this 
short-coming in that Angiulo, like Anderson, does not pertain to image segments. 

In view of the foregoing comments and amendments, the Applicant respectfully submits 
that all of the pending claims (i.e., claims 1-44) are in condition for allowance and that the 
application should be passed to issue. The Examiner is urged to call the undersigned at the 
below-listed telephone number if, in the Examiner's opinion, such a phone conference would 
expedite or aid in the prosecution of this application. 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is Respectfully submitted, 

being deposited with the United States Postal 
Service as first class mail in an envelope 

addressed to: Commissioner for Patents, /^^^/ ^ yi 

P.O.Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, (J/ / J^J 




Debra A. Peterson 



3605 Highway 52 North 
Rochester, MN 55901-7829 
Telephone: (507) 253-1600 



Attachments (if any) 
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